A secondary objective was to compare the protein content of the rumen forage samples with the protein of the predominant plant species of the diet. A preliminary report of these studies has been made (Galt et al., 1966) . 
Methods and Materials

Results and Discussion
The percent plant composition of the available forage remained relatively constant throughout the study with the exception of plains bristlegrass (Setaria macrostachya H.B.K.) which was heavily utilized by early December.
Total forage production of the pasture was approximately 900 lb/acre in November.
The species composition of the rumen samples was considerably different from the available forage on the range (Table  1) . Lehmann lovegrass (Eragrostis lehmanniana Nees.), which was clearly the dominant grass species, constituted only approximately one-fourth of the overall average rumen samples. Black grama (Bou teloua eriopoda Torr.), the second most abundant grass, was only a small part of the rumen samples. Plains bristlegrass, which made up a rather small percentage of the available forage, was the predominant species in the rumen samples.
Arizona cottontop (Trichachne californica (Benth.) Chase) also comprised a greater percentage of the plant species GALT in the rumen samples than on the range. Shrub species constituted only a small percentage of the total forage on the range, with velvet mesquite (Prosopis juliflora var. velutina (Woot.) Sarg.) being the most abundant.
Generally shrub species were of minor quantities in the rumen samples. Forb species also contributed little to the total forage production and to the composition of the rumen samples.
The botanical composition of the rumen samples varied greatly between certain periods and to a lesser degree among sampling dates (Table  2) . Steer preferences evident.
for certain species were very Plains bristlegrass was the most predominant grass of the rumen samples for the ET AL.
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bValues were determined by difference, since weight was not determined for individual species. This group includes 5 grass species, 5 forb species and 5 shrub species.
c Sample from steer number 1 for December 4 was lost in storage. within 10% of the mean (at the 95% level with a 90% assurance of detecting a true difference of this size). Because of a high steer x date interaction, however, it appeared that 30 animals would be needed to estimate plains bristlegrass with the same precision.
Van Dyne and Heady (1965) have also detected large variations between animals in estimating species composition of the diet of steers and wethers. These workers estimated that as many as nine animals would be required to sample major plant groups in middle and late summer on a California range. The unidentifiable portion of the rumen samples ranged from 11 to 230/, points with an average of 17yo of all samples examined.
The percent unidentifiable in four-species samples of known plant weight ranged from 3 to 19% points, with an average of 16% (Galt et al., 1968) .
Destruction of identifying characteristics during mastication accounted for most of the unidentifiable fraction in known and unknown samples.
It was apparent that steers selected certain plant parts as well as certain species. Because insufficient points were accumulated to reliably estimate weight composition of plant parts, plant part composition was based on the numbers of identifiable points. Seedheads were a minor part of total hits, stem parts accounted for 50 to 75yo of the points on Lehmann lovegrass and black grama, but leaf parts made up from 70 to 90yo of points observed on Arizona cottontop and plains bristlegrass.
Shrub species, recognized in the rumen samples mainly by leaves, were velvet mesquite, desert zinnia, and false-mesquite.
The botanical composition of the diet as determined from the ocular observations showed considerable differences in quantities of species when compared with the corresponding rumen sample analyses (Fig. 1) . The purpose of the ocular estimate in this study was to obtain information on the plant species consumed rather than exact amounts consumed by an individual steer. The difficulty of arriving at the composition of the animal's forage intake with observer estimates is apparent and has been recognized by other investigators (Hardison et al., 1954; Lesperance et al., 1960b) .
It is evident that the ocular estimates provided only general information on the botanical composition of the steer diets. The crude protein content of the four major plant species in the diet varied considerably between the species within collection dates and generally decreased as the season progressed (Table  3) . Hand-clipped plant samples were not obtained for certain species on specific dates since some species either were not observed to be consumed or were grazed in rather small quantities.
In most cases, these amounts were only a small part of the total composition of the rumen forage samples. The percent crude protein of the rumen forage on each date collected was considerably higher than the corresponding protein content for any of the four major plant species available on the range. The weighted estimate of percent crude protein in the diet was derived from the species composition of the rumen samples (Table  2 ) and the protein content of hand-clipped whole plants (Table  3 ). The only other plant species grazed to any extent other than the four major grass species were false-mesquite and Englemann prickly-pear.
The crude protein value for falsemesquite was 13.9yo for September 21 and November 6 while samples of Engelmann prickly pear contained 3.7yo crude protein on December 30. The weighted estimate of percent protein in the diet did not account for the protein contained in the "other plant species" given in Table 2 , which results in some underestimation of the total protein.
(r2) showed that 92yo of the variation in estimated protein was associated with changes in the protein content of the rumen forage. Although there was a high correlation between the two components, the weighted estimate based on the predominant plant species of the diet and protein content of hand-clipped plant samples did not account for all the protein of the rumen forage samples.
The higher protein content of the rumen samples may be due to several factors. A major factor may be the differences in protein content among different parts of the plant species as well as the animal's choice of certain plant parts in preference to others.
The two major grass species in the rumen samples collected through early November (plains bristlegrass and Arizona cottontop) were primarily made up of leaf parts as previously discussed. On the other hand, the two major grass species in the late November and December collections (black grama and Lehmann lovegrass) were composed primarily of stem parts. Analyses of the parts for these species (at the end of the next year's growing season in November 1965) showed leaves and seedheads to contain almost twice the protein as stem parts. It is apparent that selection of specific plant parts may significantly alter the protein content of the diet. The higher protein content of rumen samples, due to steer selectivity of various plant parts, could not be accounted for in this study, since the protein of the forage species was determined on the basis of whole plant analyses. Further research is needed in order to determine the protein contribution by plant part. The "other plant species" (Table 2) 
